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INITIAL Di !SION ANT ORDER

Staiemerit oV the ae

The subject property s N. .al ted ;,s 1 lows:

ANT ‘ALLE MIROVIMIi VAF.I:E lOlAL VALUE ASSESSMENT

MKT. Sl07lUO $lII,9tflJ S219,000 S -

USE S 0,ot0 Si I YOU 516?,51U $41,625

Au appeal has liecit filed on behalf ol the property owner th the Stile Hoard ut

Equalization. The undersigned adminisnativejudge conducted a hearing in this mailer on

May 18. 2006 in Winchester Temiessee. in attendance at the heaæiiz were Virgil

I lambrick. the appellant, and Frarddin County Property A SSL’ssor, liii Lip I i vc.

FINDJNCS OF FCT ANDCONCI.tJSIONS OF LAW

Subject properly consists ofa 48.5 aclt tract located it 1979 Cf Farm Road in

Tullahonia, Temiessee. Subject property is rnproved with a residence constnicted in 2004,

a residence constructed iii 1177 and arious outbuildings.

The taxpayer contended that the appraisal ofsuhjcct properly should he reduced. In

upport ofthis position. the mxpaycr irued that the apprasai ot suhect property doubled

hct ccii :i H13 and 2{ 4. In addition, the taxpayer asserted that the Isessor s appni sac of

the land and IIL’w home are excess, vt

The assessor contended that subject property should remain valued at its current

appraised ahuc. In support ofthis position, an appraisal valuing the olderhome md 4.47

acres at S{.O{C as ofFchwary 23 2tp{tS vas introduced into evitIene. In iddition. Mr.

Haves noted that the current nppraisals of subject land c’cItidinz the two hoinesit} and

the older home are actually lower than the fee appraisal iniroduced jib evidence and tile

taxpayer contended land value ofS2.SU} per acre.

With respect ii the home consirucietl in 2004. dr. hives tcstitied that the local high

school eo’m1rLicLs homes like the subject and then scl]s them at auction. Accordina to

Mr. Have? the buyer mu’t then pay to move the home, install the foundation, septic vstettl.

ete



The basis olvaluation as stated in Tennessee Code ..nr1ottied Section 67-5-60! a is

that "[t]hc value of all propeily 5 hall be ascertained ii the evident L of its sound. intrinsic

and immediate value. tkbr purposes of s:ul between a willing sd icr anti a will ng hu yer

without consideration ofspeculative alues

After having re’ iewed all the v idence in the case, tlicr administrative judge finds that

the suhiect propefly should be valued a’ contended liv I lie issesor if property.

Since the a xpi er is appealing from lie dclcrrnhtia! ion I lie Franklin County Road

ofEqualization, the burden ofproof is on the taxpayer See State Board of Equalization

Rule 0600-I-I 11 and Big Fnk tIinxng Com1’rni- Jbij,c-.c.vcc Qw.:/hv C!utro/

Board. 620 S.W.2d l . lenn App. 95 I

The administrative judge finds that the fair market value ofsuhjcct propen as of

January I, 2005 constitutes the relevant issue- The administrative judec finds that the

Assesrnent Appeals Comniissi,n has repeatedly rejected arguments based upon the amount

by which art appraisal has increased t a consequence ‘‘1 reuppraisal. For example, the

Commission rejected such an argument in EB. Kth.iI. Jr. Shelby County. Fax Years 1991

and 992 reasoning in pertinent pan as follows:

The rate of itucreisc in the aser’’ccil of the ‘ubjeci
I-opcr*v ‘nice the last reappraisal or even last war may be
alarming hut is not evidence that the alue is wrong. It is
conceivable that values may change dran.atical!y for seine
properties. even O’er so short ofdme as a year.

The ,et cc jleiice ofthe prnsent alue of a rcidential
propeti is geiteralk alc’ fpi true’ comparable to the
subject, comparable in features relevant to value. Perfect
oomparabilit is not required, but relevant diftºrenc should be
explained and accounted for by reasonable adjrislnieni. If
evidence ofa sale is presented without lie required analvsi of
comparabilil v, it s difficult or impossible for LI. to USC the 5;’ Ic
as a" indicator ofvalue.

Final Decision and Order at 2.

The administrati’ejudge finds that excluding the two homesites valued at

each, suhject sc reage i valued at S ,9’ per acre. The taxpayer indicated oil hi appeal

form he has ‘ccii ofici-ed $2,00 per acre.

Ihe adni]nxstrativeJudge finds that the tapaverdid not introduce any comparable

sales into evidence. Moreover, Mr. Hambrick testified that lie could jiot rival I what he paid

for the l,,se built h the cal hitzli cIitxil in 2014. The administrative judge inds iI,it

even ifthe cost was S35MtO for the home and $2,000 for the porch as indicated on mc

appeal foun, many other costs must be added to that figure as pointed out by Mr. HaNes.



Thus, it cannot even be delermined what the Hnpaers actual iota! cost was for the home

let alone its fair market udue.

ORDER

It is therefore ORDERFI that the follcnving due and assessine’it be adopted ior tax

year 2005:

LANIVALt:I* IMPRCIVII’Il’sl VAI.t El: I.P1.AI. V-I L!1 ASSISSIPN I

MKT. $I07,!0u 511 !.‘ftI $2!0.{$,I -

USE 50,600 SI 1900 $I62.500 S411.625

It EURIJIER ORDERED that ally applicable hearing costs be assessed puruar1I to

Tcnn. ode Ann. § 67-5-1501d and Stare Board ofEqunlization Rule 0600-1-17.

Pursuant to the Uniflhrill Administrative Procedures Act. Tenn. Code AntI. *- 4-5-

30!- 325. Thaji. Code Aim. 67-5-1301 and the Rules of Contested Case. Procedure ofiFte

State Board ofEqualizatiou, the parties are advised ofthe. EilIowin remedies:

I. A pail y may appeal Ihic decision and order to the .- SesslilerlI . PIe4 ‘Is

Cotmniuion pursuant to Tenn. Code bin. 67-5-1501 and Rule 6t4-I- 12

of the Contested Case Procedures of the State Hoard of Equalization.

lennesec ode Annotated 7-5-ISO! Cc proc des that an appeal niust IlL

filed within thirty 30 days from the date the initial decision h sent."

Rule 0610- I-I? of the Contested Case Procedures of the State Board of

Equalizauion provides that the appcal be filed with the Executive Secretary of

the ilate Board and IIllt the appeal identify the allegedly erroIicotts

findings of fact and/or conclusions of law in the iuilial order: or

A party ma petition for reconsideration of this decision and order punua’it to

Tenn. Code Ann. 4-5-317 within fifteen 15 da or the eiilry of the order.

The petition for reconsideration rilust sI,lc t}le srlec,l: rouitl,: upon 4IricI1

relief is requested. lIw Ill ng of a pel.ition for icconsideration s hot a

prerequisite for seeking adininisciative orjudicial c ew: or

3. A party may petit ion or a stay ul eUcI i V chess: of this dcc is: ion arId order

pLirsuant to lean. Code bin. 4-5-316 thin SC cu &liLs of lie eiiIl ot

the order.

This order does not become final until an official ceflihcatc is issued by the

AssCsSIleI}I ppcaIs Commission. llicial certilicair’ are aonnalh ‘sued scveiilylive

75 days after the entry of lie initial decision and order ilno Iart has appealed.



ENTERED this 24th day of Ma, 2006.

i:I /:: ;4z
MARKJ. K1iNSKY
ADMINNTRArIL JUICiL
T[NN[SSEEDEPARIMI:NF OFSTAft
AlMINISIRAIPVE PROCEDLIthS DIVLSION

Virgil, Jr. & Fannie Mae Hanb,ck
Phillip Hayes. Assessor of Property


